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Character Education

in Contemporary America:
McMorals!?

Suzanne S. Hudd

Character education, the instruction of core ethical values and cultivation of
good conductintheclassroom (McClellan, 1999), isincreasingly beingincorporated
in public school curriculaacrossthe country. Over thelast few years, schoolsin 48
stateshaveintroduced programsin character education asameansto nurture moral
behavior among our youth (Gilbert, 2003). Public support for theaddition of character
educationtoschool curriculaisthestrongest it hasbeen sincethe 1950s(McClellan,
1999), and itisbolstered by avariety of statisticsrelated to moral decline. An often-
cited survey of 12,000 high school students conducted by the Josephson Institute
of Ethics (2002) suggeststhat children are morelikely to steal, cheat, shoplift, and
lietotheir teacher and parentsthan they wereonly adecadeago. Character educators
contendthat weareexperiencinganational “ crisisof character” that necessitatesthe
inclusion of formalized curriculain character in public schools. Among the trends
they identify are: rising youthviol ence, growing disrespect for parents, teachersand
authority figures, the deterioration of language and increased levels of “self-
destructive” behavior such as premature sexual activity, substance abuse and
suicideareal presented by (Likona, 1996; Josephson Institute for Ethics, 2002).

In this era of purported moral decline, the federal government has taken up
character education as a cause. Nothing can energize an academic field so strongly
asasocieta crisisrevolvingaroundthefield’ sareaof inquiry (Damoné& Colby, 1996).
Soitiswith character education. OnJanuary 8, 2002, President Bushsignedintolaw
theNo Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCL B). Much hasbeenwritten about thestrict
academic achievement standardsimposed in NCL B and their effect within schools
acrossthecountry. L essfrequently noted, however, isthefact that NCL B hastripled
federal funding for character education, to nearly $25 million. Thefundingisbeing
used to both expand theimplementati on of character education programs, aswell as
to evaluate their effectiveness.

Thus, for many children, the* hidden curriculum” (Jackson, 1968) isbeing shifted
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toacentral, morestructured placeintheir daily lives. Inthisessay, | will explorethe
extent to which contemporary character education programs are being provided
through a “McDonaldization” model. My thesis is that federal sponsorship of
character education programs through NCLB has the potential to lead usto what |
defineasan eraof “McMorals.” Increasing pressureto fit character education into
the national standards movement in education and to employ and fund only
“effective” techniques poses a great risk because it ignores the complexity of
character development and the importance of acknowledging and working within
situational constraintsand cultural complexitiesthat naturally affect the process of
character devel opment.
Ritzer (2000) defines* M cDonaldization” as:

The process by which the principles of the fast-food restaurant are coming to
dominatemoreand moresectorsof American society aswell astherest of theworld.
(Ritzer, 2000, 1)

He arguesthat the effects of McDonaldization on our culture have been profound,
andthat thefast-food operating principlesof efficiency, cal culability, predictability,
and control havebecomecultural valuesaroundwhichmuch of our livesarecentered.
Themovement tointegratecharacter educationin public school inmoreformal ways
is, infact, characterized by many of the advantagescommonto McDonaldizationin
other industries, including: goods and services are more widely available; the
availability of goods and services is not location dependent; people can get what
they want instantaneously; goodsand servicesacquireamoreuniform quality; fast,
efficient good and services are available to a population with less hours to spare;
becauseof quantification, consumerscan moreeasily comparecompeting products;
and goods and servicesare of amore uniform quality (Ritzer, 2000, 15-6).

I must preface this analysis by noting that | am a proponent of character
education. Theliterature on college students suggeststhey exist in aculture where
“wrongisright.” Surveysdemonstratethat college studentscheat regularly and that
they perceivethat faculty do not noticeor donot care(M cCabe, 1999). Similar trends
have been documented at the high school level. A recent study of 4,500 studentsin
public and private high schools across the country found that 72 percent reported
one or moreinstance of “serious cheating” on written work (McCaffrey, 2001). As
both an educator and a parent, | support the movement to put discussions of
character at the center of our national educational agenda. Although the statistics
onmoral declinearequestioned by some(Kohn, 1998; Hunter, 2000), itisessentially
impossible to avoid issues of character in the classroom. Therefore, we must be
explicit in our decisions about the waysin which wewill provideit.

Withthissaid, | writethisessay from aposition of great concern. In essence, the
introduction of formalized character education into public school curriculaaltersthe
educational process. What arethe effects of making the* hidden curriculum” visible?
Much has been written and discussed about the curricular content of character
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education programs. | will not addressthese concernshere. Rather, | will focusonthe
processhy whichwehavechosento provideinstructionin character “for themasses.”
What arethelong-term consequencesof atering the processesby which our children
learn character? Isit possible that the outcome of school-based character education
instills our children with aview of character that is situation-specific? Does school-
based character educati on supplant or support moral conversationsinthehome?What
will the implications be as our schools increasingly provide character education
through models that emphasi ze efficiency, calculability, predictability and control ?
These are some of the important questions | will addressin this essay.

By incorporating funding for character educationinNCL B, wehavetakenthe
amorphous concept of character and allied it with legislation that emphasizes
achievement, quantitative outcome assessment and penaltiesfor schoolsthat fail
toperform. Thereisalong history of measuring academic outcomes. Not sofor the
“hidden curriculum.” We are entering new territory, and | am fearful that the
temptation to simplify character will betoo great. We areincreasingly looking to
schoolsto serveas* surrogate parents’ when it comesto moral education (Wilson
1995: 2). The provision of funds for character education in NCLB, with it's
orientationto“ proven methods” suggeststhat the expectationsfor outcomeswith
respect to character education will be high. The character education “industry,”
asthis seemsto be what it israpidly becoming, isincreasingly orienting itself to
a McDonaldization model. The development of character, when it is driven by
principles of efficiency, control, predictability and calculability is a dangerous
undertaking. Here, | will consider themany potential pitfallswemay encounter as
we move into this uncharted territory.

Efficiency

A primary principleof M cDonal dizati onisefficiency: usingtheoptimummethod
for getting from one point to the other (Ritzer, 2000, 12). The goal of efficiency is
evident in contemporary approaches to incorporating character education into
public school curricula. The increased demand for school-based instruction in
character hasled to the devel opment of standard curricular packages offered by a
plethora of organizations and institutes. As Rusnack and Ribich (1997) note:

A teacher need only open the professionally assembled box and follow the study
guide. Occasionally itisnecessary to distribute afew pre-made handouts, sprinkle
in some wholesome conversation about honesty, respect and responsibility, and
reinforce thelesson with ascattered story or two about values. All isright withthe
world! It's quick, efficient, simple, and easy to use. (11)

Such“pre-packaged” curriculain character offer theadvantage of making character
education programs accessible to awider audience. The devel opment of character
isacomplex process, no doubt madeeasi er by theprovisionof acommon curriculum
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which can be used asthe basisfor the creation of ashared language that is utilized
throughout the school. Y et, as Likona (1993) arguesvirtually everything that goes
on in the classroom affects the values and character of students.

Thus, one possible outcomeisthat formalized instructionin character education
may intrude upon the“hidden curriculum,” the more subtleinstruction in valuesthat
teachers provide. Schools that emphasize instruction in a specific list of traits and
values, for example, may experienceaconcurrent reductioninattentiontoissuessuch
asrolemodeling andthecreation of school climatewhichal soservetofoster character
(Milson, 2000). Likewise, “efficient” character education may destroy the complex
interrelationship of factors that enhances moral development. This is not to say
teacherswill nolonger serveasgoodrolemodels, but rather that theshift toformalized
character instruction will leave students with lesstime for informal observation and
processing that are essential elementsin character devel opment. Eventhemost ardent
proponentsof formalized character education arguethat i solated character education
programs must be reinforced throughout the school because research demonstrates
that curricular instruction in character does not build achild’ s deep understanding of
values or provide occasions to act upon these values (Schaeffer, 2003).

Ironically, our current emphasi son efficient character education may ultimately
encourage akind of character development that is rooted in rote behavior. Some
proponents of moral character argue that habit forms an important basis for moral
behavior (Cole& Kiss, 2000). However, othershavenoted that morality issimilar to
language in that it changes with use, and there are many different languages or
dialects that can be spoken (Shropshire, 1997). What are the conseguences if the
character educationour childrenreceiveat school isnever integratedintotheir daily
lives? One possibleresponse: they may cometo perceive character asacommodity
that istemporal and responsive to the setting in which they find themselves, rather
than deeply engrained intheir way of being. Thereareaplethoraof examplesinthe
media that might serve to reinforce this view, e.g., athletes and politicians who
routinely practicedishonesty intheir private lives but who retain their professional
roles. Thesebroader observations, concurrent withwhat Rusnack and Ribich (1997)
refer toasthe" character inabox” (p. 11) approachto providing character education
may ultimately foster an alternative mindset among our youth: that ethicstakeson
anew, and different meaning outside school walls.

Another potential backlashrelatedtotheproliferation of efficient school -based
character education programsisthe possibility that formalized character education
will be perceived as the solution, rather than as an important part of the solution.
Programsfunded throughthe NCL B | egi sl ation must incorporateaparental compo-
nent. Thisbecomesincreasingly difficult, however, withthegrowing number of dual -
career and single-parent families. Whiletheinvolvement of parentsisoptimal, itis
definitely not efficient. Thus, the school may come to supplant a portion of the
parents’ role, rather than support it. Parental approval of character education has
been documented (Josephson Institute for Ethics, 2000), however, scholars of
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character education haveyet to examinetheimplicationsof these programsfor both
thequality and quantity of moral conversationat home. WhiletheNCLB legislation
stressesparental integration, busy parentsmay perceivethat they havefulfilledtheir
role by attending a school meeting on character. Potentially more detrimental than
neglect, however, isinconsistency. What happens when parents actively disagree
with a specific value or “lesson” that has been taught in the school setting and, in
essence, contradict school-based instruction at home? The answer to this question
iscomplex, and may certainly provedisruptiveto ' efficient’ instructionincharacter.

Calculability

Itisnoteworthy that federal funding for character education has been incorpo-
rated within the NCLB legislation, with its primary emphasis on establishing
standardsfor academic achievement. Concurrent with thisfunding, therehasarisen
agrowinginterestinassessingtheeffectsof character educationthroughformalized,
largely quantitative eval uation studies (Berkowitz & Bier, 2003, 2004). NCLB pre-
scribesthat only programsthat are based on scientific research will be eligible for
federal funding (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001). Researchers and educatorsin
character education haveresponded promptly. The Character Education Partnership
hasreceived $350,000in grant fundsfrom the Department of Educationto createan
onlineresourcefor character education (Character Education Partnership, 2003). The
web-based clearinghouse provides descriptions of curricula, assessment tools, and
information on the latest research.

Few would argue against the need for scientific studiesto assessthe effective-
nessof character education. Thiswill bedifficult, however, giventhecomplex array
of programs and varied effects they purport to yield. Congressional testimony in
support of character education suggestsit can be linked to: reductionsin violence
and school suspensions, increased academic achievement, school reform and an
improved understanding of democratic values (House subcommittee on Early
Childhood, Y outh and Families, 2000). This despite the fact that:

... educationd expertshavenot yet been giventheopportunity todevel opthesesound
scientific conclusions. It isnot even known where and how character education has
found its greatest success. (Congressional record 2001 March 28: E475)

Others have concurred, describing evidence on the effectiveness of character
education as“scant” and “anecdotal” (Hunter, 2000, 154).

If there is one point of consensus in the community of scholars researching
character educationitisthis: character isacomplex concept. Research designed to
determine whether character education programs create fundamental changesin
reasoning and behavior must then, in accordance with the goal s of these programs,
be multi-faceted. Simple measurements of behavioral disruptions, tardiness and
school expulsions do not, in and of themselves, demonstrate changes in character.
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Y et thevast mgj ority of scientificresearch oncharacter education outcomeshasbeen
quantitative(Berkowitz & Bier, 2003).

Policy makers in character education have expressed a particular interest in
documenting the rel ationshi p between character education and academi c outcomes
(Fink & McKay, 1999; Schaeffer, 2003). Thistrendisclearly rooted in thetheme of
“calculability,” asitwill provideapotential mechanismfor sustainedfederal interest
andfunding. Thereareinherent risks, however, in creating alink between character
education and academic achievement in an NCLB framework that is founded on
“scientific methods’ and rooted in quantitative assessment. Severa studies have
documented that the burden to meet achievement standards has given riseto anew
phenomenonintheclassroom: teacher cheating (Kantrowitz & McGinn, 2000; Jacob
& Levitt, 2002). While such cases are limited, it will certainly beironic if formal
assessment of character education outcomes produces similar results.

Assessing the effectiveness of character education is a complex process. Itis
difficult to know whether studentswho behavewell in school will makethe*right”
choicesintheworld at large. To truly document the effects of character education
on students' character, assessment must be longitudinal and it must examine
behaviors that occur both in and out of school. Observations of “real world”
behaviors will be necessary in order to fully understand whether the lessons of
character taught in the classroom have been fully incorporated into students
behavioral repertoires. Although Fink and M cK ay (1999) notethat * paper and pencil’
testscannot be used to assess aspectsof character, it isquestionablewhether federal
or local authorities will be willing to make the financial and time commitments
necessary to fully analyze the effects of character education in these ways.

Of course, my comments presumethat the agendafor character educationis, in
fact, to produce such long-term and fundamental changesin character. Thereisan
alternative scenario: that demonstrating short-term, immediate behavioral change
(e.g., areduction in school violence during the year) will be enough to sustain the
character education movement. This seems possible since funding for character
education has already been increased in the absence of hard data. While reductions
inschool violencearecertainly worth pursuing, they arenot indi cativethat character
educationisfulfillingitsbroader mandate. Perhapswearesimply deferring problems
to other settings, or later time points. Despite these unknowns, the perpetuation of
a“onesizefitsall” approach to implementing and assessing character education
loomsincreasingly likely inan erawherethefuture of character educationistied to
academic achievement in amodel that emphasizes quantitative results.

Predictability
Our “McDonaldized” culture strives for predictability: the assurance that

products and serviceswill be the sasme over timeandin all locations. “ The success
of the McDonald’s model suggests that many people have come to prefer aworld
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inwhichtherearefew surprises’ (Ritzer, 2000, 13). It seemsoddtoexpect predictabil -
ity incharacter. Y et despitethemany organi zationsthat of fer curricular programsfor
character education in schools (Rusnak & Ribich, 1997), and the wide array of
outcomesthey arguably produce, thelack of variability among character education
curriculais striking. The various templates through which programsin character
education are provided all share one commonality: they reduce character to aset of
limited principles or values that can be modeled and taught through classroom
exercises and procedures. Aswe read through short lists of values and virtues and
the processesfor instilling them in our children and classrooms, the solution to our
“moral crisis’ is, onthesurface, smplified.

Community is different from consensus. To have community, there must be
struggles, trias, successesandfailures... Thesearethethingsthat givevaluestheir
depth and separate them from mere opinion, (Noblit et al., 1996, 206)

Since programsin character education are necessarily rooted in our culture, they are
ultimately designed tolegitimateit rather than transformit (Hunter, 2000).

Many public school character education programs operate using a system of
rewards and punishments. Assembliesare held, and children are publicly acknowl-
edged for positive behaviors. In the real world, however, the rewards of positive
behavior are oftenintrinsic, rather than extrinsic. Likewise, “ doing theright thing”
(e.g., whistle blowing) often entails going against the prevailing organizational
wisdom, rather than dutiful compliancewith organi zational mandates. K ohn (1998)
argues that there is considerable body of research indicating that children who are
rewarded for prosocial choices such as helping someone, arelesslikely than other
childrento repeat the behavior. In sum, our striving for ‘ predictability’ in character
may not necessarily produce consistent resultsbecause of our tendency todisregard
the complex of interrelationship between moral thought social actions.

Again, however, wemust returntoadiscussionof thegoal sof character education.
Kohn (1998) notesthat character education can essentially be narrowed downto aset
of behavioral guidelinesthat isintended to create compliant children. He arguesthat
the purpose of many character education programs is to drill students in specific
behaviors. Thus, rather than providing them with opportunitiesfor deep thought and
reflection on moral choices, children areinspired to act inaccordance with prescribed
guidelinesasakind of “reflex” reaction to thetraining they have received.

If we emphasize predictability of outcomes in the development of character
education programs, we can almost be assured that our childrenwill not experience
opportunitiesfor moral growththroughformalized character education. Our society
ischaracterized by what Wil son (1995) describesas” moral dualisms’: what wedefine
as'right’ and‘wrong' isnot necessarily what weput into practi ce. Outsidetheschool
setting, where social norms sometimes do not function as effectively as “school
rules’ to constrain behavior, children areleft to make sense of which set of morals
they should act upon and when. If they have not been given the chance to practice



120 Character Education in Contemporary America

moral decision makinginthe absenceof institutional constraints, they may lack the
ability to make “good choices’ because their “bad behaviors’ have simply been
inhibited. Hunter (2000) notes the ultimate aim of moral education is to liberate
students from the constraints of social order, rather than to teach adaptation or
conformity. However, to alarge extent, our public schools have always rewarded
conventionality. The consequences of moral predictability are certainly advanta-
geous for teachers and schools. But will they be beneficial to society?

Control

Perhaps the most pivotal question in relation to the implementation of school-
based character education is this: whose behavior is it intended to control? Our
“McDonaldized” model for creating character has the potential to restrict conduct
in many ways. Behaviors and interactions between students, teachers and families
areall potentially affected. | will elaborate on the possi bl e consequencesfor each of
these constituent groups below.

Themost obviousgoal of formalized character education programsistoalterthe
thinking and behavior of students. Through McDonaldization, customers are
controlledinvariousways: they receive cuesthat indicatewhat i sexpected of them;
structural constraints force them to behave in certain ways; and thus, they cometo
exhibitinternalized taken-for-granted normswhich they follow when they enter the
fast-food restaurant (Ritzer, 2000, 113). In essence, these principles encourage a
reduction in complex thought on the customers’ part: | observe a prompt, and |
respond automatically.

Standardized programsin character education employ these same strategies.
Many pre-packaged character education curricula are accompanied by bright
posters and educational pamphlets which can be posted throughout the school.
A large sign, emblazoned with the word “respect” certainly provides a distinct
behavioral cue. The Character Counts! program (Josephson Institute for Ethics,
2004) offers “gotcha tickets” which can be awarded to students as they are
witnessed demonstrating behaviors consistent with one of the desired “pillars of
character.” Each of these tangible items is designed to reinforce values that are
reiterated in the curriculum and to reward desirable behaviorsin such away that
they become almost automatic.

TheMcDonaldization principle of control can also be applied to teacherswho
are charged with putting character education into practice in the classroom. As
“employees,” teachers in schools where formal character education curricula are
implemented may be asked to both teach character education differently, and to
document its effects. These added responsihilities may produce increased stress
related to a lack of clarity regarding obligations, rights, objectives, status or
accountability (Byrne, 1999). Likewise, teachers may experience at least some
uncertainty interms of their disciplinary role asthe school movestoward asystem
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where responses to both good and bad behaviors must be standardized throughout
the school to a certain extent, if the program isto be effective.

While the literature suggests that teachers tend to support character education,
they also express different opinions about what it should include, and how it should
be taught (Mathison, 1998). The effect of character education on teachers may
ultimately be analogous to the infusion of technology in the fast food restaurant. At
McDonald's, thecookisnot charged with determiningwhentheFrenchfriesareready;
rather thecomputer isprogrammedtolift themfromtheoil at apredeterminedtime. For
teachers, the emphasis on standardization and measurable outcomes in character
education may lead to reductions in autonomy. To a certain extent, control of the
“hidden curriculum” is shifted to administrators who assume responsibility for
imparting THE character educati onprogramtofaculty. Weknow that worker deskilling
intheindustrial setting can lead to aienation and increased di ssati sfaction with work
(Braverman, 1974). It will beimportant to observe and understand the experiences of
teachersimplementingformal character educati onprogramsover timeinordertoensure
that they do not become estranged from thisimportant part of their role.

People are the greatest threat to the predictability and control inherent in
McDonaldization (Ritzer, 2000). While character educators describetheir primary
audience as children, some have acknowledged, “ We do not have ayouth problem
inour country; wehaveanadult problem” (Hearing beforethe Subcommitteeon Early
Childhood, Y outhand Families, 2000, 7). NCL B incorporates parental involvement
as an essential element of effective character education, and consequently, many
schoolsseek to foster the commitment of parents and to engagethem in an ongoing
dialogueoncharacter. | sthegoal of parentinvolvement policies, however, toinclude
parentsor toalter their attitudestowardscharacter aswell ?1f wetruly havean* adult
problem,” it seemsunlikely that school-based programswill beadequateto counter-
act the causes of moral decline. Yet it is plausible that the language of character
provided in school-based programs will naturally find its way home and perhaps
gradually, asthisgeneration comesof age, into our social institutionsin such away
that it will ultimately provide aframework for national conversationsof character.

Conclusion: McMorals?

The proliferation of character education may stem from the fact that it offers
“something for everyone.” The proponents of character education outline an
expansive set of goals. On March 1, 2000, as he opened the Subcommittee Hearing
onthe"Roleof Character Educationin America sSchools,” Congressman Michael
N. Castle noted:

... somechildrenlack basicvaluesthat would not only helpthemto avoid unwanted
pregnancies, drugs, al cohol andviolence, but al soteachthemtheimportanceof being
respectful and honest. Today every teacher and every student can articulate the
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consequences of this neglect. The recent rash of school shootingsisone example,
but soisthelow voter turn-out among young people and their lack of involvement
incommunity organizations. Asaresult, many Americansarelooking to character
education as one possi bl e solution to the problemsthat plague our classroomsand
communities, (House Subcommittee on Early Childhood Y outh and Families, 2)

Castle’ scomments demonstrate the range of expectationsthat character education
programs are typically designed to fulfill. Recurring themes that emerge during
Congressional consideration of character education include reducing school vio-
lence, providing discipline, increasing academic achievement and instilling the
values of civic mindedness and citizenship. Thus, not only is character education
chargedwithinstilling moral habits, it must enhance classroom performanceand be
comprehensive enough to create good citizens and a sense of community. These
goals are multi-faceted and complex however, policy makers continue to look to
character education as a panacea for restoring social order.

Theprovision of fundsfor character educationin NCLB, withitsorientationto
scientific methods suggests that the expectations for quantifiable outcomes in
character will behigh. Will weenter anerawhereeducatorsareheld accountablefor
the“character performance” of their students?1natimewhen schoolsmust produce
annual report cards to document academic progress, to what degree will character
education become another important outcome to be measured? The contemporary
shift to school-based moral education, coupled with the ongoing emphasis on
standards and assessment in our national educational policy has created aripe set
of circumstances for the evolution of “McMorals’: character development that is
guided by the principles of efficiency, predictability, calculability and control. The
extenttowhichthissystemwill simultaneously foster critical thinkingskillsthat form
the basisfor complex moral reasoning remainsunclear.

A “McDonaldized” approach to character education, with efficient methods,
calculableproducts, predictabl e programming and controlled resultsisimbued with
great risk. Schwartz (1999) argues that our society suffers from aloss of family
structure as a guiding force. We are increasingly turning to social institutions to
replacefunctionsoncefulfilledinthefamily.

Thegeneral wail of being overwhelmed and emotionally isolated transcendsclass,
income and ideology... Severa cultural trends are converging: the fear of family
failure, disconnection and disorder, the recognition that extended family help and
interaction hasbeengreatly modifiedfor everyoneexcept first or second generation
Americansinsomepoorer communities....Thelossof neighborhood, city andeven
regional community remains mostly unmeasured, but | believe it has had a huge
impact on American society. (Schwartz, 1999, p. 3)

Proponents of character education will no doubt argue that it is avehicle through
which we might re-establish important connections between family and school.
Research hasdemonstrated that there can be positive effectswhen parents, teachers
and students are jointly involved in conversations around complex topics such as
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socid justiceand prejudice(Jenningset al., 2002). A consensusbetween parent, child
and teacher on such issuesis clearly optimal. Yet, legislators and policy makers
appear to be more focused on reaching an agreement on what istaught in character
education curricula, rather than how it is taught. In the end, the process may
detrimentally affect the product.

My primary concern isthis: recognizing that creativity isthwarted in systems
characterized by repetitive and externally imposed demands (Ritzer, 2000), will
standardized character educationimposeupon usageneration of childrenwhoprefer
habitual moral actionover thoughtful moral reasoning?Certainly, thisisapotentially
devastating outcomein an erawherewefaceagrowing number of i ssues character-
ized by high levels of moral complexity. It is these ‘unintended consequences
(Hunter, 2000) of character education—its impact on the development of moral
thinking and the quality of mora conversations in the home—that warrant our
immediate attention. That character education can produce positive behavioral
changesin school isgood, but it is not good enough. If wefail to comprehensively
assesswhether formalized character education affectsthewaysinwhichour children
develop character and make ethical decisionsin the real world, werisk displacing
parents from the process of moral education, and worse, creating a generation of
childrenwholack theskillsto processcomplex moral problems. Whilethisisnot the
goal of character educators, it may becomeaninevitableconsequenceof amovement
designed to rationalize and quantify character devel opment.
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